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End Brain Embargo Against Russia? 



Pro and Con 




YES— "The American farmer is paying a 
high price for the President's policy" 



Interview With 
Senator Nancy 
Landon Kassebaum 

Republican, 
Of Kansas 



Q Senator Kassebaum, why do you favor rescinding the em- 
bargo on grain sales to the Soviet Union? 

A The embargo has backfired. The American fanner— 
not the Soviet Union— is paying a high price for the Presi- 
dent's foreign policy. 

Q But aren't grain prices at or near pre-embargo levels? 

A Most prices have recovered somewhat since the an- 
nouncement of the embargo, although wheat still is selling 
for less than before sales to the Soviet Union were Stopped. 
But farmers have paid for the embargo in other ways. They 
have been paying 14 percent interest rates since January to 
store the embargoed grain until it is sold- When they have 
managed to find buyers, it has been at the lower prices pre* 
vailing in the last six months. 

This has cost farmers about a quarter of a billion dollars, 
while the total cost to the American people has been esti- 
mated at anywhere from 2.9 to 10 billion dollars. 

Also, any embargo always causes serious dislocations in 
the future for markets. Even if we rescind now, I doubt that 
the Soviets would be delighted to take the grain. They 
would probably tell us, "Forget it" 

Q. Hasn't the embargo hurt trie Soviet economy? 

A Not to any great extent The grain they had hoped to 
buy was to be used to increase meat production. They 
didn't need it to fulfill basic demands. 

They have had to reduce their livestock herds through 
some early slaughtering, and they have had to pay higher 
prices for grain and cope with some disruptions in shipping. 
But they have replaced at least half of the grain we have 
denied them, and perhaps much more. Indications now are 
that the Soviets will have a good crop year, which lessens 
the impact even more. 

Q Why Isn't the embargo working? 

A Because we are going it alone. The facts just don't 
back up other countries' claims that they are supporting us. 
Without a concerted effort by all gram-csrxjrting countries, 
no embargo will have a meaningful effect 

Once a shipment leaves our snores, it is very difficult to 
control where it ends up. We've seen this in recent reports 
that US. soybeans are being sold to third countries, con- 
verted to meal and shipped to Russia at top prices. Grain 
shipments to Eastern Europe have increased dramatically. 
We have no assurances that this grain will not eventually 
end up in Russia. Argentina has made a killing selling to the 
Soviets at premium prices. I question how long our allies, 
including Canada and Australia, will hbki out be&re follow- 
ing suit *•«*••««• 

Q Shouldn't the United States express itsfepposltldn to toe 

Copyright © 1980. U.S.News & World Report. Inc. 



NO— "S how th o Soviets they will have to 
pay a h^avy ptiimrafBrWS^rc a/cdc/mr 



"Sh< 

ihfe 




; £.ri EXT.- DATE 

" .".■'- REASON -S) 

Llntervlew; With n 
Jj^rrenjCferistoiifijr 

[Deputy Secretary of State 



Q Mr. Christopher, why do you favor keeping the US. gov- 
er nm ent's embargo on grain sales to the Soviet Union? 

A The grain embargo was imposed with two purposes in 
mind: First to keep pressure on me Soviet Union to with- 
draw from Afghanistan and, second, to show the Soviets 
that they will have to pay a heavy price for that land of bru- 
tal aggression. 

I think we ought to continue the embargo in order to em- 
phasize the price the Soviets are paying for their actions in 
Afghanistan. 

Q Has the embargo reafly been successful? ,_„ 

A The Soviets are feeling the pinch. They've been de- 
prived of 17 million tons of grain they intended to buy from 
the United States. They've been able to purchase substi- 
tutes for about half of this, but only by paying premium 
prices and coping with severe shipping difficulties. 

The embargo has forced them to cut down on their live- 
stock herds. This has, in turn, caused a shortage of food — 
which has been reported in their press as well as our own. I 
would say that the grain embargo has hit the Soviet Union 
very hard in a vulnerable spot 

Q Soviet troops stfH occupy Afghanistan. Dossnt this mean 
the embargo is at least a partial failure? 

A No/The US. restrictions were designed to impose a 
substantial cost on the Soviets for their invasion of Afghani- 
stan. That the Soviet authorities choose to bear that cost 
and impose it on their people does not mean the embargo is 
a failure. 

By penalizing the Soviets for their lawless behavior, we 
have provided disincentives against further aggression and 
reminded the world community of our commitment to 
peaceful norms of international behavior. 

Q Isn't there, some truth to aWc* claims that the embargo 
has hurt the United S tatse sp a cm eaBy American farmers- 
more than tt has hurt the Soviet Umon? 
' A Not at alL I don't question that there has been some 
sacrifice by the American people and American farmers, 
but I think it has been very worthwhile. 

Q Hasn't the embargo caused gram prices hi this country to 

A Not really. There was an initial drop in the prices of 
some grain, but that's no longer the case. Corn, the crop 
that was most severely affected by the embargo, is selling 
for about 30 cents a bushel more than it was in January, be- 
fore the embargo. The price of wheat is a few cents lower 
xuMlhte it waS uj January. 

« Q^HssfOthi^J^. gotten relatively little cooperation from its 
fflsnosat.daa«*in. <wimtainlng the embargo? 
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Russian Invasion of Afgharietan? If not « gnbi 
should we do? 

A The boycott of the Moscow Olympic Games has hit 
the Soviets hard Shelving SALT n, the proposed strategfc- 
arms-limiiation treaty, and barfcfag offon all forms of de- 
tente have sent clear signals to Moscow that we are 
/jjspljfo** with their actions in Afghanistan. The grain em* 
bargo just has not had a significant enough impact to justify 
its continuation* 

a Tim tf& to faeedwlm animator of overseas crises. In such 
dttfteutt times, shcutdnt Congress bend over backward to 90 



A To some extent this is true, and that is one of the ma- 
jor reasons I supported the embargo when it was first 
announced. 

My father, Alf Landon, the 1936 Republican preside nt ia l 
nominee, used to say that politics should end at the shore- 
line. But we are faced with a policy that clearly has failed. 
The President should rescind the embargo on his own. 
Since that appears unlikely, farm-state legislators are get- 
ting behind a rescission bffl introduced by my senior col- 
league, Bob Dole. The time has come to take legislative 
action. Our loss in this case outweighs our foreign-policy 
gain. - 

Q Wouldn't Hfttng the embargo eend confHcflng afgnaia 
about UA foreign policy to both ear aMee and our adversaries? 

A It could. But this is just further indication that the 
administration didn't think through the long-term implica- 
tions of the grain embargo before it was imposed. Inconsis- 
tency in our foreign policy is a problem. But I mink our 
aflie* would appreciate our leveling with them and dealing 
with the realities of the present situation by admitting the 
embargo hasn't worked. 

Q Should the US. refuse to ee« gram If the situation m Af- 
ghanl«tanwofs«fwofthoSovl^art<)utofllr»«*«ewhwa? 

A Again, that would depend on our allies. If further Sovi- 
et aggression provokes the other grain-producing countries 
to the point where they will back us, an embargo would be 
a sensible move. But until that happens, mere is no sense in 
having ah embargo. The same holds true in Iran, where our 
sanctions have done little good because they haven't been 
backed py our allies. We can't go it alone. 
~ Q Defenders of the embargo aay that American farmers 
ought to be wining to make aacriflcea m order to teach the Sovi- 
etaalaaaon— 

A The farmers were willing to sacrifice in January, even 
though they were caught totally off guard by the Presi- 
dent's announcement President Carter had promised 
them there would be no 
embargo. Now they can't 
help but feel they're be- 
ing left- at the gate on 
grain sales. They hear re- 
ports that American grain 
still is reaching the So- 
viets through various 
schemes and that other 
countries are making 
money off their losses. 

Many feel they already 
have made sacrifices for 
the country, as their pro- 
duction costs skyrocket 
and prices remain about 

the same. They 9 *QiihlS 

they are being m|d$ tfae« Jtsrf+tfig tfgeetlg le^C^^TheSoviefUOfc* to getting only a 
scapegoat, ••■ H3» XitnM\M.9 t k iW m m m A b^ttmmmw smm% i m mf m 9m± 
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lrttervlewWltoMr.C}vit^dpherfcont*xi«9 

A We've had very good cooperation from the other it 
grain ex po rters who are our allies. Canada, Australia i 
the European Community have cooperated with us < 
have not moved in to undercut our embargo. 
_ Q^tttyou say the Sovtots have ottamedaftemata grain 1 
plea for about half of what the US, has wUhhsld. Where are t 
getting fhto rapiacemant grain? 

A Yes, the Soviets have only managed to make up < 
half the shortfall resulting from U.S. restrictions- 1 
amount made up resulted from their paying premium or 
for increased amounts from a variety of suppliers, nots 
Argentina. 

Q Wriatmu^theSovietUraondotoperauadetheUAtt 
the embargo? 

A The answer to that is simple and direct The Uhi 
States' goal ha total Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan 

If that is done, we then could look forward to a resm 
tion of more-nearly-nonnal relationships with, the Stf 
Union. But as long as there are Soviet troops in Afghanis) 
that country wffl. be governed by a regime imposed by 
Soviet Unioiw4enying the Afghan people the right 
choose their own leadership. 

Q if Russian troops are stM m Afghaniaian when the f 
year gram sales agr eement between the US. and Jhe So 
Union expires, wH the US. refuse to negotiate an extenaloi 
that pact? 

A That* s a year away, and. well have to look at the sil 
tion as it exists at that time. 

The United States has continued to honor its present 
ligations to supply 8'mHlion tons of grain per year to 
Soviet Union. We felt it unwise to* do airything to bre 
mat international commitment. The 17 million tons I 
we have deprived them of were discretionary amw 
over the 8 million tons to which we had agreed. The Px 
dent will have to consider whether he wants to enter i 
a new agreement based upon the conditions as they e 
at that time. 

Q Four years ago, Jimmy Carter denounced Pr e si de nt f 
for Imposing a gram embargo on the Sovleta and pledged ra 
to make the same mistake. Haant President Carter rever 
htm— rf on thie cam pa ign poeiuon? 

A The international situation was completely differ 
when the present embargo was imposed. 

In 1976, there were no national-security reasons for 
posing a grain embargo. Afghanistan presented a tot 
new situation and justified, in our view, die impositioi 
the embargo. 

Q How do you view the togtetouen thatheabae nlntrodu 
In Congraaa to rescind 




A It is an irony ( 
some of those who sp 
most strongly against 
Soviet Union are uni 
ing to undergo the sa 
fkes necessary to m 
the Soviet Union pa; 
price for its internatic 



I would urge Cong; 
not to interfere with 
administration's abilitj 
impose mis grain eml 
go as long as it set 
necessary for national 
curity and foreign-po 



scapegoat. 
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